precisely because of their group difference. State policies in the Progressive era, such as protective labor legislation for women and mothers' pensions, affirmed the value of women's maternal group difference, and reformers drew upon the premise of such policies to argue that women's maternal group difference from men would prove to be a benefit to society, were women to have the right to vote. Thus, suffrage advocates invented a new, cultural justification for political inclusion, a paradoxical combination of liberal principles affirming the value of women's individual equality and ascriptive principles affirming the value of women's maternal group difference.
From an historical institutionalist perspective, the American case reveals the paradoxical foundation of women's political citizenship. Monarchies based on kinship group difference are political structures that can provide women with greater access to political rule than electoral democracies based on individual equality, and ascriptive arguments about women's group difference, combined with liberal arguments about individual equality, are cultural norms that can foster state policies that expand women's political citizenship more than liberal ones alone. This raises the question: Do these examples point merely to idiosyncratic attributes of an "exceptional" American state or to new explanations about the relationship between democratization and political citizenship in general?4
To answer that question, this research tests the hypothesis that structural and cultural paradoxical combinations affirming both individual equality and the value of women's group difference, when connected to government institutions and state policies, are key features of a political system that enhance women's election to national office. The results dramatically revise models of democratization and citizenship, samenessdifference debates in feminist theory, and multiculturalism perspectives.
GENDER AND OFFICEHOLDING
Most nations today extend voting rights to women, but women's election to national office, the other major component of full political citizenship, varies widely.5 Forty-two nations elected a woman as their head of state or government in the twentieth century. In the United States, however, no woman has even been a strong contender as the presidential nominee of a major political party, much less been elected to the office of the presidency. Similarly, in the 200-year period between 1776 and 1976, there were 1,715 men, compared to only 11 women who had served in the United States Senate; there were 9,591 men and only 97 women during that period who had served in the House of Representatives; and 507 men had served in presidential cabinets, compared to only 5 women (Cantor, Bernay, and Stoess 1992, 6 That so few women are elected to national office in the United States is surprising, given the stature of the United States as a world industrial and political power, its strong feminist organizations, and its historic commitment to democratic values asserting the equality of all individuals. Most scholars explain this anomaly as a result of the power of political structures for setting opportunity parameters that enhance or depress women's recruitment to national office. In particular, researchers, such as Pippa Norris, have found that parliamentary systems benefit women, as do electoral systems that allow for proportional representation and multiple parties (Bystydzienski 1992 Rule 1981 Rule , 1987 . In addition, a national commitment to democratic practices ensuring individual rights and equality also fosters women's officeholding opportunities. The more rights and procedural safeguards there are, the more likely that women will be elected to national legislatures (Kenworthy and Malami 1999, 239-54) .
In the American case, however, we noted additional features that enhance women's political incorporation into the public sphere as voters. At the founding of the United States, government institutions based on kinship group difference, such as the English monarchy from which the Americans rebelled, had provided more access to political rule for women than the new, electoral ones, based on individual equality alone. Similarly, in the Progressive era, the value of women's group difference, as expressed in maternalist state policies, combined with arguments asserting women's individual equality, spearheaded the successful campaign for woman suffrage.
The question is: Do these paradoxical combinations-government institutions of electoral rule based on individual equality combined with monarchies based on kinship group difference, on the one hand, and state policies based on individual equality combined with the value of women's maternalist group difference, on the other-establish a new model explaining women's cross-national officeholding patterns? If so, how does their explanatory power compare with attributes found by other scholars to be important? To answer these questions, this research examines the relative impact of political structure, political policies, demographic variables, and paradoxical combinations of structure and policies on contemporary national officeholding patterns for women in 190 nations.
VARIABLES AND DATA

Unit of Analysis: The Nation-State
The unit of analysis is the nation-state. Every nation that could be identified was included in this project, including nations that are members of the United Nations and those included in world almanacs and reference books, for a total of 190 nations.
National Legislative Officeholding
The dependent variable measuring women's political citizenship is the percentage of a nation's legislature that is composed of women in the year 2000 or the prior year closest to it.8 This measure is obtained from the Inter-Parliamentary Union. Much scholarship directs attention to women's distinct leadership styles, issue concerns, or voting patterns as voters or officeholders.9 This dependent variable, however, focuses on women's political recruitment: how women get into positions of political power in the first place-that is, descriptive representation, or what Norris and Lovenduski (1995, 94) term demographic representation.10 Although some question the significance of descriptive representation,11 others aver its value. As Virginia Sapiro (1998) argues, in a democracy it does matter whether women vote, an argument made similarly by Jane Mansbridge (1990 Mansbridge ( , 1999 Mansbridge ( , 2001 10 The focus of this analysis is not whether women vote differently than men do or whether women have different leadership styles or agendas but, rather, how women acquire the political representation as voters and officeholders; see Manin, Przeworski, and Stokes 1999. 1 In lieu of formal political rights or descriptive representation, some focus on the power of social movements, informal political associations, and organizations to achieve political goals. Political scientist Theda Skocpol (2000), for example, has shown powerfully how informal networks of disenfranchised women used their position as outsiders to craft maternalist policies successful for establishing innovative welfare policies, such as the passage in the Progressive era of mothers' pension legislation at the state level. Mary Katzenstein (1998) makes a compelling case for studying informal modes of political power.
12 Also, scholars argue that processes of democratization are thwarted as long as women lack "access to social and political institutions and offices" (Bayes, Hawkesworth, and Kelly 2001). The presumption that all individuals in a group share a common characteristic, trait, or behavior invites the criticism of essentialism. As a vast, well-established literature argues, however, the category "woman" is a heterogeneous one inclusive of individuals for whom there is no one common denominator; see, for example, Spivak 1999. Others, such as Anne Fausto-Sterling (2000, 3), argue that even from a biological perspective,"male" and "female" are most appropriately envisioned as lying on a continuum of definition rather than forming two, bipolar, exclusive categories. Historically and politically, however, it is important to understand the representation of group difference, however flawed it may be. Hence, what is significant about the maternalist arguments about women's group difference is not the validity of the views, but the political innovation of socially constructing a subordinate group's difference to be a positive, rather than a negative or neutral, justification for their political inclusion. 13 Others point to the instrumental values of presidential or parliamentarian systems for consolidating democratic processes; see Vanhanen 1992, 9. This research uses variables developed in previous research to measure these structural attributes and to assess their impact on women's legislative officeholding (Kenworthy and Malami 1999 
State Policies
This project accepts the definition of political culture as the basic political attitudes, belief systems, or ideological perspectives of a nation (Diamond 1999; Marx 2002) . Although political culture is difficult to measure and often neglected, political scientist Larry Diamond contends that it is "a central factor in the consolidation of democracy" (Diamond 1992 (Diamond , 1999 Inglehart 1997, 161-67) . This project assesses a nation's cultural affirmation of individual equality and ascriptive group difference in general and women's maternal group difference in particular by analyzing state policies. The cultural affirmation of individual equality is measured by rating scales ranking nation's on the degree to which state policies guarantee democratic rights to individuals "in spite of" their ascriptive group differences by adhering to human rights policies, due process, and basic liberty guarantees, such as the right to a fair trial, freedom from torture or cruel forms of punishment, and freedom of the press, speech, association, and religion. The U.S. government regularly provides updates on the level of civil rights and political rights operating within nations,14 as do human rights research organizations (Freedom House 1997). This project makes use of published rating scales, which rank nations from 1 to 7, where 1 is low commitment to individual rights and 7 is high (Freedom House 1997).
This project measures the cultural affirmation of group difference in general and women's maternal group difference in particular by assessing whether a nation constitutionalizes state policies providing protections, privileges, or protections to individuals "because of" their group difference. In so doing, this project draws upon the growing literature in public law claiming that constitutions define the central purposes and values of a polity as well as its institutional framework (Belz 1972 Thus, this research hypothesizes that the strongest cultural influence on women's officeholding is the paradoxical combination of the value of individual equality and the value of women's group difference. Thus, this study assesses the independent effects of individual equality and group difference upon women's officeholding patterns and, more importantly, their interaction effects, that is, the paradoxical combination of both. Nations scoring above four on the seven-point democratic rights scale are scored as affirming individual equality. This dummy variable is then multiplied by the welfare, cultural, working class, and foreign group difference dummy variables to produce four dummy variables measuring the interaction effects of the affirmation of individual equality and the affirmation of welfare, cultural, working class, and foreign group difference, respectively. presence of a male monarchy, however, has a negative impact on women's election to national office, decreasing the percentage by -3.425 at a statistical significance level that barely falls short of .100.
RESEARCH FINDINGS Independent Effects
When we turn to state policies, we find only two statistically significant variables: democratic policies based on a premise of individual equality and constitutionalized care-work policies based on welfare group difference. Of the two, the latter is much stronger. Affirmation of democratic policies based on individual equality increases women's election to national legislatures by about 1.5% (1.499), but the nations that constitutionalize the provision of state care-work to those in need of welfare assistance elect more than 4.5% more women to their national legislatures (4.695). Equally interesting, however, is the failure of constitutionalized provisions targeted at cultural, working-class, or foreign groups to boost women's election to national office. None of these has a statistically significant influence on women's election to national office. Thus, we find that it is not just the integration of any group difference into the constitutional definition of state action that positively increases women's election to national legislatures but, rather, the integration of welfare group difference that enhances women's officeholding percentages in national legislatures.
When we turn to demographic variables, we find three that have a positive influence on women's national officeholding patterns: the percentage of the labor force that is women, the percentage of women in the professions, and the nation's gross domestic product. Unexpectedly, urbanization and population size have no statistically significant impact.
Paradoxical Combinations: Individual Equality and Group Difference
The American political system is an example of a nation that structurally affirms the principle of individual equality in its electoral system but not group difference, particularly not kinship group difference as a basis for political rule, as in a monarchical system. Founders of the American state, for example, were proud to distance themselves from any association with what were viewed as necessarily tyrannical monarchies. Constitutionally, this aversion to inherited principles of rule based on kinship group difference finds expression in Article 1, Section 9, which states that "no title of nobil- It is when we turn to an assessment not only of the independent effects of government institutions and state policies, but also of their interaction effects, that we see the power of paradoxical combinations for enhancing women's election to national legislatures, as reported in Table 4 . In this saturated full model containing both independent and interaction terms, the independent effects of all of the government institution variables and all of the state policy variables disappear; thus, there are no independent influences on women's election to national legislatures from type of electoral system or governmental system (parliament or presidency) or from whether a nation has a monarchy open to women. Similarly, there are no independent influences on women's election to national legislatures from any of the group difference variables, whether welfare, cultural, working, or foreign group difference. When we turn to the interaction effects combining individual equality and group difference in the context of governmental institutions and state policies, however, we see a different picture. Nations that paradoxically combine governmental institutions based on electoral principles of rule (individual equality) and monarchical principles of rule open to women (kinship group difference) are expected to have national legislatures composed of 4.037% more women, as indicated in Table 4 . Monarchies have no positive impact on women's election to national office, however, when limited to men. For monarchies to foster women's political citizenship, therefore, women must be politically incorporated not only as the mothers of monarchs, but as monarchs themselves.
Nations that paradoxically combine state policies based on democratic principles (individual equality) and constitutionalized care-work (women's group difference) are expected to have national legislatures composed of 6.73% more women than nations that do not, as indicated in Table 4 . Significantly, however, the same boost is not there for combinations of individual equality with constitutional benefits, protections, or privileges "because of" other group differences, such as cultural, worker, or foreign group differences. Thus, in the full model, the only group difference that has a positive impact on women's election to national office is the constitutionalization of women's maternalist group difference, care-work, to be a component of state action, and, then, only when paradoxically combined with affirmation of individual equality as measured by democratic practice.
Demographically, in the full model the percentage of the labor force composed of women and a nation's GDP remain positive and statistically significant. This finding supports the work of others who argue that, along with welfare provisions, the most powerful catalyst for women's economic and political emancipation is access to the paid labor force (Orloff 1993 
executive-parties dimension and his federal-unitary dimension.
The patterns found in this study are validated by both the similar Subset I and the dissimilar Subset II. In both the dissimilar and the similar subsets, the paradoxical combinations of individual equality and group difference remain positive influences on women's election to national legislature, and in both subsets, the strongest impact on women's election to national office of any variable is the state policy combination of democratic rights and constitutionalized state welfare provision. 
The Double Paradox: Government Institutions and State Policies
We identified two axes of the state that are critical for women's political citizenship: political structure defining government institutions and cultural norms constitutionalized as state policies. We found that nations that paradoxically combine individual equality and group difference on either axis enhance the election of women to national office. Nations that combine individual equality and group difference on both axes, however, in effect, incorporate into the state a double paradox, as it were, and as such, do even better, as indicated in Figure 1 . Considering only those nations that have high electoral competition and high democratic practice, we see in Figure 1 that those combining individual equality and group difference on both government institutions and the state policies axes have the highest mean as to replace them with liberal principles based on the concept of "voluntary and intentional" individuals.29 In her view, economic rights expand only when liberal precepts based on individual equality compete with and prevail over ascriptive ones based on master-servant group differences. Similarly, in her new and challenging framework for evaluating constitutional and political development, she argues that we must direct attention to the contest between "officers' rights" and "citizen rights." Officers' rights are a holdover from a feudal organization of political society honoring deference, as based on group difference hierarchies, in contrast to the location of rights in the citizenry at large. Democratic practices expand, not by combining the two, but only when the latter prevail over the former (Orren 2000) . Yet this study found that we must also view ascriptive and liberal principles in combination, not only in competition, with one another,30 such that the shift from ascriptive principles based on group difference to liberal principles based on individual equality need not be an "all or nothing" process. The expansion of woman suffrage in the United States, for example, was enhanced when reformers paradoxically combined liberal arguments based on individual equality with ascriptive arguments based on the value of women's maternal group difference. Far from an historical curiosity or an example of American exceptionalism, however, we also found that this paradoxical combination enhanced the election of women to national office in contemporary, cross-national contexts. In particular, it was not just any group difference that enhanced women's election to national office but, rather, a group difference that was specifically identified with welfare, or care-work, that is, with maternalism or "women's work. When combined with the affirmation of individual equality, the constitutionalization of welfare provisions was found to be the most positive influence on women's election to national office.
Similarly, although it is usual to write off monarchical structures as politically irrelevant to processes of democratization (Anderson 1991 This study found, however, that what is crucial for women's political citizenship is the incorporation of gender difference into the construction of the state. Gender difference is defined by women's disproportionate association with biological and social reproductive labor. Biological reproductive labor refers to the generation of people, including kinship groups, by means of pregnancy and birth. This is a type of reproductive labor engaged in only by women; hence, women's disproportional association with it. Social reproductive labor is the nurturing and care of people once they are born.31 Not all women do more social reproductive work than all men, of course, but as a group, empirically, women do more, both within the family and in the paid labor force as social workers, nurses, elementary school teachers, and service volunteers; hence, women's disproportional association with nurturing and care.
Political scientist Jacqueline Stevens (1999) powerfully analyzes the way in which the state construct kinship rules, such as marriage regulations, to control membership in a political society. She thus focuses needed attention on the political relevance of biological reproductive labor in relation to the state. However, 29 Orren analyzes how liberal principles based on individual equality are institutionally located in legislatures that draft positive law and how feudal principles based on hierarchial group difference are institutionally maintained by a judicial system drawing upon common law precepts as its reference for decision-making. 30 As Ira Katznelson (1999, 570) notes, there is a particular affinity between "illiberal impulses" stressing inherently unequal group differences and republicanism because republicanism is "characterized by a strong elective affinity for clear and deep principles of inclusion and thus of exclusion." Also, many fault liberalism for its incapacity for including subordinate groups. See Hirschmann 1989 Yet another major finding of this study is that it is not solely the incorporation of women's group difference-biological and social reproductive labor--into state construction, but the paradoxical combination of women's reproductive labor group difference and the affirmation of women's individual equality that increases women's political citizenship. Significantly, the principle of individual equality in liberal theory and practice corresponds to an opposite type of labor: productive labor. As John Locke formulated the labor theory of value, all human beings are born equal by "virtue of their "self-ownership," that is, their capacity for productive labor. When an individual mixes her or his productive labor with raw material, the resulting product is that person's property. One of the major purposes of the liberal state is to protect property as generated by productive laborers presumed to be equal. This study confirms the work of others who found that women's incorporation into the paid labor force as productive workers also has a positive influence on women's political citizenship. So, too, does the affirmation of individual equality in the form of electoral competition and equal state treatment of individuals in spite of their group differences.
However, this study clarifies that the crucial issue for women's political citizenship is the construction of the state on the basis of not one, but the two essential work tasks33 of every society, productive and reproductive labor, corresponding, respectively, to women's dual, if not paradoxical, identities as productive laborers who are the "same" as men and as reproductive laborers who are "different" than men. Without the state's affirmation of the liberal principle that all individuals are born free and equal-the liberal premise of productive labor-women lose the right to challenge state policies that stereotype and limit women's opportunities on the basis of their reproductive group identity. Equally significant, however, without the integration of women's reproductive group difference into the state's construction, as Seyla Benhabib (1987, 160; quoted in Nash 1998, 32) puts it, "[A]n entire domain of human activity, namely nurture, reproduction, love, and care.., .is excluded from moral and political considerations and confined to the realm of 'nature,"' thereby severing women, in terms of their group identity, from the state.
Feminist Theory and Practice: Sameness and Difference
The paradoxical combination of individual equality and women's group difference identified in this research and its association with productive and reproductive labor, respectively, also addresses the all but intractable debate among feminists and others striving to improve women's position in American society.34 The very definition of liberalism, which assumes the existence of "free and equal individuals," places women, according to Kate Nash (1998, 32-34) in a "catch-22" position. On the one hand, if women adapt to male norms by asserting their equality and sameness with men, they do so at the cost of negating the reproductive and nurturing roles disproportionately associated with women, thereby destroying their specificity as women. On the other hand, if women assert their difference from men, their very specificity as women categorizes them as deviant from the universalistic formulation of the liberal principle that all individuals are equal, in the sense of being the same. Thus, as Nash 
